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President Bush's latest Iran- 
contra credibility problem had its 
roots in a 1987 interview and an 
autobiography published that same 
year in which he attempted, while 
vice president, to distance himself 
from the then-unfolding Reagan 
administration scandal. 

In both the book and the inter- 
view, Bush said he was “out of the 
loop" when the plan to 
sell arms to Iran was 
formulated and un- 
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aware that the secretaries of state 
and defense strongly opposed it. 

In an Aug. 5, 1987, interview 
with The Washington Post, Bush 
said: “If Pd sat there and heard 
[Secretary of State] George Shultz 
and Cap [Defense Secretary Caspar 
W. Weinberger] express it [oppo- 
sition] strongly, maybe I would 
have had a stronger view. But when 
you don’t know something, it’s hard 
to react. ... We were not in the 
loop.” 

In his campaign autobiography he 


wrote: “In retrospect there were 
signals along the way that gave fair 
warning that the Iran initiative was 
headed for trouble. As it turned out, 
George Shultz and Cap Weinberger 
had serious doubts, too. If Pd 
known that and asked the President 
to call a meeting of the NSC [Na- 
tional Security Council], he might 
have seen the project in a different 
light, as a gamble doomed to fail- 
ure.” 

In his 1988 campaign for the 
presidency and over the past four 
years of his own administration, 
Bush has had to deal with a series of 
Iran-contra documents and testimo- 
ny that challenged his 1987 state- 
ments. In most cases he was able to 
ignore the new material or supply a 
response that muddied the issue. 

A Weinberger note, describing a 
Jan. 7, 1986, White House meeting 
to discuss the Iran arms sales, was 
released Friday in an Iran-contra in- 
dictment of Weinberger. It provides 
the most direct contradiction to 
Bush's statements made five years 
ago. 

The note makes clear that Wein- 


berger considered the deal for 
sending 4,000 TOW antitank mis- 
siles to Iran in exchange for the re- 
lease of five American hostages as 
an arms-for-hostages swap. He also 
writes that he and Shultz objected 
to it and that Bush was present and 
apparently showed his approval. 

Back in 1987, after his Post in- 
terview, Bush was asked about the 
Jan. 7, 1986, meeting and an aide 
responded, “[Bush] doesn't recall it 
as a showdown session, and it’s pos- 
sible he was not there for all of it.” 

In succeeding years, Bush has 
had to revise that. White House 
counsel C. Boyden Gray last month 
said only that “records show” Bush 
attended the meeting. 

Faced with the Weinberger note, 
Bush has modified what he knew 
about Shultz and Weinberger oppos- 
ing the deal. Yesterday on CNN's 
“Newsmaker Sunday,” Bush said, “I 
didn’t know . . . how strongly they 
felt about it, that there was a kind 
of ravaging fight going on, and I did 
know, and I've said that, and I’ve 
testified to that.” 

For the past three days, on “Lar- 


ry King Live" and elsewhere, Bush 
has been arguing that there is noth- 
ing new about the Weinberger note 
by reading about the Jan. 7, 1986, 
meeting from the report of the 
House-Senate committees that in- 
vestigated the Iran-contra affair. 

But that congressional report 
describes Weinberger and Shultz as 
continuing “to object strenuously” 
to the Iranian arms sales. 

The report also introduces anoth- 
er little-noticed conflict with Bush's 
autobiography and past statements. 
It says that at a Jan. 6, 1986, na- 
tional security briefing of the pres- 
ident, which Bush attended, it was 
“decided there would be a full NSC 
[National Security Council] meeting 
the following day [Jan. 7] on the 
proposal” to sell arms to Iran. That 
information conflicts directly with 
Bush's repeated claim that there 
never was an NSC meeting on the 
Iran initiative. 
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